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INTRODUCTION
Over the past decade a number of loose global associations of NGOs have become more deliberately linked geographic networks: "integrators." In the process, these organizations have been able to grow dramatically. This chapter takes stock of the "integrator" approach-demonstrating how it works, exploring the reasons for its emergence, and discussing the pros and cons of becoming an integrator, (Table 1 provides definitions of the terms associated with "integrating" that are used in this chapter.)
The "integrator" approach seeks to eliminate the traditional tradeoffs between centralization and decentralization. "Integrators" globalize while remaining highly localized, although at considerable cost of money and time. Integrators justify the extra cost with the benefits of coherence (or avoiding the costs of incoherence). The "integrator" approach has parallels in the private sector, where in recent years a new pattern of "globalized" firms has emerged, distinct from the traditional spectrum of centralized and decentralized multinationals.
The "integrator" approach is possible because of falling costs of communication and cooperation. The cost of coherence, while significant, is no longer prohibitive. NGO networks can now enjoy the economies of scale previously only available to businesses or centralized NGOs. Conversely, the cost of incoherence is rising as NGOs operate in an increasingly globalized world where programs, advocacy and fundraising no longer exist in national compartments.
"Integrating" global NGO networks appear to use three strategies to varying degrees: moving beyond "entrepreneurial" leadership to "managerial" leadership, beyond mission to impact, and beyond organizational structure to complementary relationships or "complementarity."
Managerial leadership characterizes each of the "integrating" global NGO networks surveyed. This model of leadership contrasts with the approach of many "social entrepreneurs" (now receiving much attention), or "heroic leadership" (often seen in businesses of comparable size). Managerial leaders provide an effective decision-making "Radiating" NGOs can experience tension between local supporters and the "head office". The Nature Conservancy is the largest "radiator" in the world with over $1B revenue (2008 Annual Report) . John Sawhill, the CEO of The Nature Conservancy from 1989 to 2000 had maintained a policy of "One Conservancy" with tight control over strategy. At the same time he had allow some local autonomy, for example on fundraising. His successor, Steve McCormick, experienced "backlash" when he tried to centralize further (Grossman & Wei-Skillern, 2003) .
Some "radiating" NGOs have explored giving local NGOs more independence to help them raise more money and to ease program development. Sesame Workshop, for example established an entity in India to support local development.
Replication
The YMCA is a prime example of a replicator. The YMCA is the oldest global NGO movement. It was founded in 1844 in London, and in 1851 opened locations in Boston and Montreal. There are now YMCAs in 124 countries. However, the central association is small and reports no shared results. 2010-1-8 Founded in 1863, the Red Cross and Red Crescent is another example of replication.
The Red Cross and Red Crescent can claim to be the largest NGO movement in the world with combined revenue estimated to be over $8B. There is a Red Cross or Red Crescent in 186 countries of the world. In some countries, such as the USA, a series of local Red Cross organizations exist, each set up as a separate legal entity. Worldwide, note the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies, and the International Committee of the Red Cross.
The century-old scouting movement-Boy Scouts, Girl Guides, Girl Scouts, etc.-provides another classic example of the replication approach.
Each of these broad organizations is "multi-local" (few in the US would know the American Red Cross was a replicant from Europe.). However, as Lindenberg & Bryant (2001) commented on the global NGOs that they studied "it is not yet clear that they have become more flexible and adaptable as opposed to simply big".
Integration
Described by one of its leaders as "more of a 'movement' a decade ago", Save the Children has been integrating worldwide. This NGO is now purposefully building what its leaders call a "Unified Presence." Before 2004, more than 20 member countries ran operations, fundraising and advocacy programs. As a result, there were often numerous (sometimes duplicative) offices in beneficiary countries. Half of beneficiary country programs are now unified. The "Unified Presence" program has driven harmonization across the network in finance, budgeting, reporting and planning.
A diverse group of other NGO networks, ranging widely in size, have also been trying to integrate. The African Medical and Research Fund (AMREF), a >$70M, 900-person NGO network across Africa, Europe and America is working to turn "franchise AMREF" into "One AMREF."
Scaling from integration
Over the last decade, Save the Children has more than tripled its revenue from $350M to over $1.2B. Founded in 1951, WorldVision is now the largest of the "integrators" with over $2B in revenue worldwide, having grown from less than $900M in 2000. Other 2010-1-8 integrators have also scaled significantly. Oxfam, since 1997, has almost tripled worldwide revenues from just over $350M to nearly $1B. Habitat for Humanity
International grew from $454M in 1999 to $1,481 in 2007. Opportunity International has grown at 22 percent compound annual growth rate for a decade.
Each of these networks has grown partly because it has been able to become both globally more coherent without pulling out its local "grass roots." Traditionally the choice was centralize or decentralize, as reflected in the continuum laid out by Lindenberg and Bryant. "Integrating" networks have scaled by globalizing and localizing together. Roberts (2003) categorized multinational firms in three models that roughly parallel "radiators," "replicators" and "integrators":
Private-sector parallels
 international (very centralized headquarters with a focus on efficiency)
 multi-local (units in different countries have a lot of autonomy with a focus on serving the local market)  global or transnational (a mix of multi-local and international).
The tradeoffs among the three mirror the tradeoffs among the three NGO network models. In particular he noted: "global models require intensive communication and can be expensive to run."
The next section looks at the benefits of integration, and how they have led to scaling.
The key drawback to the integrated approach is that it is both expensive and hard.
WHY DO GLOBAL NGO NETWORKS INTEGRATE?
Global NGO networks often begin to integrate to improve the delivery and content of programs (activities and services), strengthen their advocacy efforts, and to be more effective in fundraising. Economics can also motivate an NGO to integrate.
Impact in program areas 2010-1-8
The embarrassment of poor coordination of humanitarian relief has motivated some global NGOs to begin to integrate. Different members of the same network would each arrive in a disaster area separately with uncoordinated and duplicated efforts. (Huggett, et al., 2009 ) Humanitarian NGO networks that are integrating increasingly coordinate their member organizations in response to disasters.
Humanitarian aid has more than doubled in the past two decades; this trend reflects the results of better coordination, as noted by Webster & Walker (2009 Programmatic impact also stands to improve when NGO networks more effectively share best practices and innovation (as well as lessons learned) among members. NGOs workers too often do not benefit from learning or experience of peers working on similar programs elsewhere within the network-even within the same country. Global incoherence does not allow local experts scattered throughout the world to share difficulties, and successes, and learn from one another.
Impact in advocacy
Integrators aspire to globally coherent advocacy, which can make a thousand local voices heard as one. For example, grass-roots experience gives an organization credibility that experts from the developed world can lack in policy debates. Yet if the organization does not tap local members for expertise, the value is lost. An organization that can speak confidently and knowledgeably for communities around the world can get heard at the UN or on CNN.
Oxfam provides an example. Before Oxfam began to integrate, the organization had traditionally focused on field work, and had not purposefully coordinated its brand messages across the network. Then, in the late 1990s, Oxfam's leaders determined that they needed to engage powerfully in the emerging worldwide debate on debt relief for the poorest countries.
Ray Offenheiser, the ED of Oxfam USA explained how Oxfam met the challenge: "The collective of EDs of Oxfam organizations-for example, from the UK, the US, 2010-1-8 Holland, and Australia-decided to take a stand that debt relief was critical to education in developing countries. . . .We turned the 'child out of school' into a poster child. This was not about giving poor countries a free pass, but rather about illustrating the links between onerous policies of debt and structural adjustment and the collapse of social sector expenditure budgets in developing countries, and its impact on several generations of young people. With this as our first campaign, we opened our first small advocacy office in Washington DC. Our substantial report and positioning on this issue enable us Small funders now have a global perspective as well, as news is streamed live via TV from cell phone cameras. News also arrives from small, remote places that might not have received media attention just a few years ago, such as Samoa. People are willing to give money and volunteer time.
Pubic attention has put a premium on a network's ability to funnel the funds appropriately-another activity benefiting from the coordination of an integrator. Some NGOs, such as Médecins Sans Frontières , have, on occasions, even turned down donations when they have received enough for a specific appeal. Public concerns have erupted when an NGO receives funds for one purpose and uses them for another. The Red Cross in both the USA and Australia has had to answer concerns on this in the past decade.
Encouragingly, 24-hour news has also created opportunities to gather resources beyond the immediate cause. Supporters recruited to help with a disaster can be approached later for support for different issues. Greg Baldwin, the CEO of VolunteerMatch, has also noted that interest in volunteering in assorted causes rose, for example, after Hurricane Katrina. Prepared nonprofits were able to engage the goodwill, even if they could not alleviate the distress in New Orleans.
Economic advantages
Integrating is itself expensive. So any benefits need to be weighed against the cost of coherence. Nonetheless, economic benefits come from "network effects" and economies of scale.
Integrating global NGO networks enhance "network effects". As networks of NGO become more coherent, many internal networks develop, both formal and informal.
Formal networks include the ability to respond to disasters, deliver programs, advocate and raise funds, as outlined above. Informal networks among individuals ease decisionmaking and help transfer innovations and best practice. The ubiquity of cheap air travel brings together staff, volunteers and supporters. In 2008 I was a judge in "Pitch for Change", a competition among students at Harvard Business School for new social enterprises. Of the 23 entries, 80% were for overseas ventures from students with first hand experience of the issues.
Last but not least, the spread of mobile phones is making coordination possible with the most remote reaches of the world. According to UNICEF, there are now more cell phones in Africa than in the US and Canada. While the population in Africa is roughly triple that in North America, incomes are but a fraction of North American levels.
HOW DO NGO NETWORKS INTEGRATE?
But no NGO finds the integrator approach easy. No integrator claims to be satisfied with the status quo. For all NGO networks, the cost of integrating -coordination and change -is expensive. Some patterns, though, are emerging among the more successful first-movers.
Common themes are management, impact and complementary relationships. (A more traditional approach would say leadership, mission and structure.) These are necessary, but not sufficient, conditions for success in a network, which needs: a focus on management, beyond leadership; impact, beyond mission; and complementary relationships, beyond structure.
Beyond "entrepreneurial" leadership to "managerial" leadership
Entrepreneurial leadership often frames discussions of leadership in the nonprofit sector. Social entrepreneurs now receive much due attention. The spotlight shines on heroes that innovate and start organizations to meet social needs. The Skoll Centre at the Said Business School at Oxford University annually honors social entrepreneurs. The School for Social Entrepreneurs is now being brought from the UK to Australia. Ashoka nurtures its network of entrepreneurial fellows.
2010-1-8
However, some leaders in the sector note that their organizations are "strongly-led and under-managed". Leadership meaning to "… articulate an organization's vision and ensure that all of its stakeholders will support that vision." And management meaning:
"… the set of activities required to ensure that an organization will reliably produce results, especially as it grows larger and/or becomes more complex." (Stid & Bradach, 2009) Managerial leadership appears to be the critical element of successful integration and scaling of global networks. The heroic entrepreneurial style may be dysfunctional in holding together a global network. A better definition might be that effective management is a "decision-making service" for the heroes in the field. Managerial leaders turn the hierarchy upside down: senior executives serve the people on the front line.
Management as a "decision-making service." Defining management as a "decisionmaking service" suggests that the "service" can be judged like any other service: whether it is effective, efficient and responsive. And, there are well-worn ways to make decisionmaking processes better, cheaper and quicker. CEO John Heine advocated the concept of a "decision-making service" in his corporate work; the lesson is transferable.
1 Wisdom of crowds. While effective entrepreneurial leadership needs people that will go against the crowd (Elkington & Hartigan, 2008) , effective decision-making in network NGOs requires drawing on "the wisdom of crowds". Network management needs bring together organizations that are legally independent. Member organizations usually have boards that need to be involved in major decisions. Leaders are sometimes "elected" rather then "selected" or even "self-selected".
1 John Heine was an Australian for-profit CEO who took SOLA from its Adelaide-roots to a global company operating on five continents listed on the New York Stock Exchange. Running a multinational from Australia was different from running one from the USA or Europe, and had some similarities with leading a global NGO network. His company was spread thinly over continents and time zones. Most of action was far from Adelaide. With a small domestic market, he could not assume that what worked for Australia would be OK for the rest of the world, too. His managers in different countries had independent minds. He could not always depend on their loyalty. Coming from a small country, he was always the outsider. John believed that to be effective, he had to provide a "decision-making service" that was accountable to its users in the same way that any services provided by his company was accountable to its customers. 2010-1-8 Collaborative decision-making is often less prone to mistakes (Campbell, Whitehead & Stevenson, 2009) . Effective management in nonprofits engages people in decision making (Wells, Feinberg, Alexander & Ward, 2009 ).
Symphony vs. Jazz. John Clarkeson, chief executive of The Boston Consulting Group, contrasted the conductor of a symphony with the leader of a jazz band (Clarkeson, 1990) . He commented that while the role of the leader is often seen like that of a conductor -picking the score and setting the pace -effective leaders in growing organizations are often more akin to the leaders of a jazz band: assembling a great team, and helping them work together to make great music. Global decision making is most effective in the NGO networks studied when it is well defined. Some networks may have well-defined processes for some decisions and ill-defined ones for others. Various tools exist to map decision-making in nonprofits (Huggett & Moran, 2008) Nicolas de Torrente, the US Executive Director of Médecins Sans Frontières described three distinct processes for making decisions within the network. First, he commented, "we have a deliberative decision-making process for broader issues like strategy." The MSF leadership team makes decisions about the organization's long-term strategy carefully, listening to a wide range of voices from around the network, and respecting the rights of each of the legally separate founding-member organizations.
Second, MSF has appoints a single global leader on a rotating basis to respond quickly to emergencies (and lead the organization's response), no matter where they are. Third, operational decisions are made in the field. And in the field, MSF has clearly defined processes so that decisions can be made swiftly, especially for issues of safety. As de Torrente explained, the process is "kind of like a fire brigade. . . .We learned [the importance of this approach] the hard way. We lost some people in the past. When it comes to the well-being of our people in the field, there is one person for each field mission that can make decisions on the spot. And it does not matter if there are people from the different parts of MSF in that operation." (Huggett, et al., 2009) The impact of an improved decision-making process on organizational culture has been noted in a US nonprofit network (Huggett & Kramer, 2008 ). 2010 Decentralized. Most global networks have a tiny headquarters, or may not have a physical "center" at all, even if there is one organization that was the original founder.
People doing global work and filling global functions can be based in different places around the world. The role of global is a set of decisions (made in any number of places) that affect the organization globally.
Distributed overhead in the form of global roles keeps capabilities close to the field and easier to fund. Raising money for 'central overhead' is notoriously difficult, either from donors or member organizations.
Even organizations with relatively strong chief executives can have only a small number of "headquarters" staff.
Wikimedia is highly globalized and highly decentralized. As of 2009, it is one of the top ten sites on the web, yet as of has fewer than 30 people in its headquarters in San
Francisco. The bulk of its work is done by volunteers distributed around the world.
Donors often say that they want to fund 'programs' not 'overhead'. NGOs claim that donations support programs not overhead. Save the Children claims that 92% of donations go to program expenses, with only 4% on "management and general" (www.savethechildren.org). A recent study of nonprofits in the USA found that while reported overhead ranged from 13-22%, actual overhead in the same nonprofits ranged from 17-35%, which was lower than comparable for-profit businesses. (Howard & Goggins-Gregory, 2009 ).
Member organizations usually resist "tithes" for "overhead" or "headquarters", and can threaten to resign. In 2008 a global NGO network of over 15 organizations with over $500M in revenue faced the loss of its largest member over a contribution to the headquarters that was less than 5% of revenue.
Even small, new networks scrutinize payments for "overhead" to "headquarters".
"One Inspire" is a global network spawned by Inspire Foundation of Australia. It now includes Inspire USA and Inspire Ireland. Together the three nonprofits run ReachOut (www.reachout.com) on three continents. Jack Heath, the founder, commented that "we cannot afford each country duplicating costs, yet donors in the USA and Ireland scrutinize carefully any money contributed for shared work done in another country." 2010-1-8 Standardizing systems may not seem compelling. However, in practice, it is critical to success. A number of networks in our research found that their member organizations had, over time, customized administrative systems to the point where it was difficult to compare financials, program outcomes, personnel reviews, and a host of other items which, while mundane, are the arteries of communication through any network.
One key benefit of standardized systems is consistent, comparable data to inform global decisions. This is an iterative process, as standardizing systems usually requires global decisions.
Leadership by phase of growth in nonprofits may mirror patterns in the for-profit sector. A Silicon Valley executive search consultant once told me that he divided business leaders into three categories: "starters", "builders", and "runners". He had sought leaders for firms from tiny to huge. The "starters" he saw as entrepreneurs: great at bucking the status quo to get things off the ground, but dysfunctional once the organization gets critical mass. "Founder syndrome" is a term used in both for-profit and non-profit sectors to describe this problem. "Builders" are more analytical and scale organizations, but get bored when growth slows. "Runners" manage the host of relationships required to keep large organizations on the road. Because they listen to lots of different people, they are good at managing risk. Each kind of leadership is different, yet appropriate for different kinds of organization.
If social entrepreneurs have skills in common with business entrepreneurs, then "runners" of large NGO networks would need to be strong at relationship management.
Evidence from integrating NGO networks supports this hypothesis.
Management teams cultivate relationships in most of the NGO networks I have studied. Many of the managers we interviewed told us of the importance of getting the team together face to face, despite the logistical complexity and cost. Jean-Michel Grand, the UK CEO of Action Contre La Faim commented: "We do a conference call every month and a meeting every quarter. The physical meeting is a key in building relationships. We could cut the cost of a trip, but at the end of the day there is so much more by meeting in person." (Huggett, et al, 2009) Similarly, Paul Gilding, former global CEO of Greenpeace observed: "When I first arrived I thought the organization was incredibly bloated -people flying around all the time, half of our meetings devoted to informal or social time. But then I realized that this was the glue that really held the organization together." (Huggett, et al., 2009) To further these collaborative relationships by bolstering mutual understanding, some networks transfer people proactively. Charlie MacCormack, the CEO of Save the Children USA commented: "We have 'job swaps' where, for instance, the CEO of Save UK and Save USA switch places for a week." Gilding shared that, "From a quarter to a third of our CEOs were on a rotation assignment at any given time. The purpose is not just about turning around members that might be struggling, but also internationalizing the organization." (Huggett, et al., 2009) 
Beyond mission to impact
Mission. Most networks, global or national, share a mission. Good missions motivate, but are not sufficient for decision making, which usually requires a more specific definition of 'intended impact' (Colby, Carttar & Stone, 2003) . A definition of 'intended impact' enables a nonprofit to focus (Huggett & Saxton, 2006) . Without this a nonprofit or NGO network can become an archipelago of programs that share a common cause but little else.
Impact. Global NGO networks use definitions of impact to drive decision-making, innovation and even fundraising. For example, Habitat for Humanity International has, as different times, counted "houses built" and "families served". This has helped it focus resources, share ideas and recruit supporters. "Houses built" reflected the American dream of a detached house owned by the family. With this measure Habitat for Humanity International housed over a million people in thousands of communities around the world. However, as Mark Andrews, SVP Operations, explained "We came to realize that in places like Bombay, India, the idea of building 36 houses a year was foolish, and that the best approach was to partner with other NGOs and find solutions to housing other than the North American single family home." The shift in thinking "came from our recognition that our real metric should be 'families served'." "Families served" has allowed country programs to collaborate with complementary NGOS, such as those providing clean water or microfinance. (Huggett, et al., 2009 ). It 2010 has also raised questions about the value of renovating versus building homes in countries with a large supply of housing, such as the USA. Motivating people. NGO leaders also point out that explicit goals motivate employees as well as mission. People know when they are working inside a mission, but want to know as well whether they are making a different that counts, and that someone else can acknowledge. Without the feedback of results, employees are likely to look for other signs that they are having impact, such as involvement in decision making (Wells, et al., 2009) Impact "fix". Charlie McCormack, US President and CEO of Save the Children commented "The overwhelming performance incentive is to see your vision enacted, so rewarding people by giving them control over impact is a critical motivator." (Huggett, et al., 2009) Others commented that an impact fix is a better motivator than money.
Measures
NGO networks rarely compete on pay, but attract people who share the mission.
Offering monetary incentives to deliver social impact could insult a volunteer forgoing a salary, for example, and therefore be counter-productive.
Including small member organizations.
A clear definition of impact can help a small unit make a big contribution to a network, and receive much in return. Consider the Juvenile Diabetes Research Fund, a $150M global network. It not only has a shared mission "dedicated to finding a cure" but also a sharp focus on impact -funding the highest quality research published in the most respected scientific journals. While the Australian organization represents only 10% of the network's revenue and 6% of its staff, it is highly effective with the network. It has funded over 95% of research in the field in Australia, assessed as top quality by peers outside Australia. The Australian organization is effective within the global network because each part of the network shares the same definition of impact.
Peer review. Clear definitions of impact can also enable peer review, which can provide robust feedback on the quality of programs to field practitioners. Dave Young, COO of World Vision commented: "We have a system of peer review processes and assessments for all entities in the partnership. These have a range of functions from enhancing alignment to global priorities and strategy, to internal audit, to risk assessment, 2010-1-8 to program quality enhancement, to sharing best practices, and improving stewardship and accountability." (Huggett, et al. 2009) Peer reviews can also build personal relationships and trust across a network. They therefore contribute directly to "complementarity", discussed in the next section.
Beyond structure to complementarity
Complementarity. Instead of centralizing resources into a powerful headquarters, integrating networks use the principle of "complementarity" -a web of complementary roles, responsibilities and relationships. (Huggett, et al., 2009.) A key ingredient is differentiated roles within the network for "virtual scale" and to strengthen interdependency.
Action Contre La Faim, for example, shares global roles among its members. UK CEO Jean-Michel Grand noted: "there is complementarity among our network members.
France, Spain, and the US manage country operations, while Canada provides us with access to additional French-speaking expatriates and funding and the UK does program evaluation, leads on advocacy and partnerships with local NGOs and provides funding to the network's programs." (Huggett et al. 2009) Structure, however, does not seem to define integration. Webster & Walker (2009) noted, "Our work does not point to any one operational arrangement being better than any other". Different NGOs have different structures of boards and management, developed over time. There does not appear to be an 'ideal' structure, although a common thread heard from many NGOs is that it makes sense to be clear about how decisions are made. Similarly, in the private sector Bartlett & Ghoshal (1990) noted of multinationals that matrix management has proven disappointing except when it follows the "physiology"
and "psychology" of effective working relationships. 2010-1-8 Specialized roles allow the network to benefit from economies of scale in specific functions that can be delivered more effectively and efficiently for the whole network than by each member. They also embed global capabilities closer to the field.
Opportunity International was formed from a merger of two organizations, recognized and built on the respective strengths of each. As Chairman Terry Winters, noted, "Our founding reflected the desire to put together the best of what each member had to offer. Our U.S. founder was funding enterprises in Latin America for improved employment, but it wasn't a successful model. Our Australian founder was running a promising microfinance organization in Bali but was having trouble raising capital. By joining forces, we had a great model and a way to fund it." (Huggett, et al., 2009 ). Members acting with other members within global NGO networks reflect the behaviour of successful nonprofits working with allies: they empower others to be "forces for good". (Crutchfield & Grant, 2007) .
Legal arrangements. While many complementary relationships can be seen in integrating global networks, the value of legal agreements and structure seems to be limited.
"Franchises" can prove hard to enforce in the social sector, with many agreements relying on the "nuclear option" of withdrawing a franchise, or ejecting a member from a network. This is invariably a painful process, and results only long after collaboration has broken down. Moreover, national courts may invalidate "disenfranchisement" of a long-established local organization by a foreign body.
Interlocking boards. Rather than relying purely on legal agreements, some NGOs try to tie members together with interlocking directorships of country boards. Some people serve on more than one board, such that a country board may have one or two members who also serve on other boards. 
DEVELOPMENT: WHERE CAN GLOBAL NGO NETWORKS GO? Impact
The 'integrators' described in this chapter each claim that they are achieving more impact as they scale. The complexity of the tasks they undertake suggests that an organization of some size is needed to scale the impact.
Humanitarian relief, for example, requires moving large amounts of resources around the world at short notice. A coherent network or organization can accomplish this.
Movements of independent social entrepreneurs have not done so at scale. The large 2010-1-8 NGO networks have increased the volume of aid they deliver substantially over the past decade.
Many global NGOs are seeking greater coherence for more effective, efficient and responsive programs. Coherence also enables advocacy with a single clear voice, and coordinated fundraising to global philanthropists. By acting as coherent networks, NGOs can start to reap economies of scale, and harness innovations and best practices from all over the world. They provide more attractive career paths for their people, and hence for the network a stronger supply of future leaders.
Global NGOs can therefore scale to have more impact globally.
Effort
Senior managers at each 'integrator' say that it is difficult to build coherence.
Integrating demands large investments of time, talent and treasure. For all it is hard work, marked by frustration and failure as well as success and progress.
Going beyond "entrepreneurial" leadership to "managerial" leadership requires the expensive attention of senior people. Going beyond mission to impact requires the effort to bring agreement on impact goals, and the pain of rejecting opportunities that might be within the mission, but do not contribute as much to goals as alternatives. Going beyond structure to complementary relationships requires investment in time and communications up, down and across the network.
All remark that it takes time: both lots of hours of people's times to coordinate, collaborate and congregate; and many years to develop the web or relationships, experience and trust needed to make networks truly coherent. The scale of the investment shows how they see the value of coherence in achieving impact. Still, integration is not the single 'correct' path. No group should undertake an effort of this magnitude unless it believes that achieving more coherence globally will enable it to have much more impact.
Journey
Each nonprofit leader that has seen this research has commented how much their journey shares in common with other "integrators". On seeing quotes from leaders of a variety of other organizations, one remarked how many of them could have been made by people in his own network. While the scaling journey of each NGO network is unique, they share patterns.
The challenge for the future will be to understand the patterns more thoroughly, and to spot new patterns as they emerge. Three key questions merit watching:
What are the best models of "managerial" leadership beyond "entrepreneurial" leadership? Effective "managerial leadership" in global NGOs deserves attention, as recent years have shed light on "entrepreneurial" or "heroic" leadership. Its ability to scale and motivate volunteers and staff alike may have lessons for smaller social enterprises, or other sectors, too.
How do the best global NGOs define impact beyond missions? Measurement of impact has vexed NGO networks and the whole social sector in recent years. Many still hunt for satisfactory metrics despite an array of tools, studies, conferences and experts.
The measures of the measures may be critical: which are useful; which ones are accurate.
NGO networks that develop robust measures of impact can lead the way for other social enterprises, businesses and governments looking to understand their social impact.
How will "integrating" NGO networks build "complementarity" beyond structure?
Most NGOs networks struggle with structure, and will continue to do so. They need structure to be legal and legitimate. But structure may remain a "hygiene" factor": necessary but not sufficient. If the glue that binds NGO networks together is the web of complementary relationships, the best "integrators" will develop winning ways to build "complementarity", systematically if not formally. In particular, their networks of relationship can drive useful innovation. NGO networks may provide useful models for innovation without either centralized R&D or "heroic misfits" innovating outside an organization.
Vision
The NGO networks that can address these questions will be able to integrate more effectively and efficiently. As they do, they may continue to scale. And we hope that as they scale their organizations, they scale their impact commensurately. We will know more in a decade.
TABLE 1
Definitions NGO "Non-Governmental Organization" (NGO), "Nonprofit", "Non-Profit Organization" (NPO), "Not-for-Profit", and "Third-Sector Organization" (TSO) are terms used around the world interchangeably. They describe organizations that are neither part of a government, nor are businesses run for profit. This chapter reflects common parlance.
"Social enterprise" could also be used to describe the NGO networks discussed in this chapter: few are supported entirely by donations; some run sizeable businesses. While reasonable people disagree on the exact definition of "social enterprise," most include organizations ranging from NGOs that charge fees through to businesses with both a social mission and a profit goal.
Linked Geographic Network
This chapter is about international networks of legally independent NGOs in different geographies. Most are global networks of country organizations, such as Save the Children or Médecins Sans Frontières (MSF). Each constituent NGO is a separate legal entity responsible to its own national board. Charities law in many countries requires that a nonprofit be established independently in that jurisdiction. Legal frameworks vary from country to country and often rule against control from abroad.
The network does not "own" the constituent NGOs in the way that a for-profit multinational might own its subsidiaries. It may describe itself as a "confederation" (e.g. Oxfam), or "a federation" (e.g. World Vision). Constituent NGOs may share legal agreements, for example over the use of the brand name.
Links among NGOs within a network can include: a branding; a consistent mission, goals, strategy, and point of view; shared services; transfers of money and resources from rich countries to the developing world; sharing of practices; and personal relationships.
Loose Association
Some of the oldest NGO networks in the world remain loose associations, and are not the focus of this chapter. They are often described as "movements" rather than networks."
Scaling
"Scaling" has come to have several distinct, albeit complementary, definitions in common parlance. Sometimes it means improved results or impact; sometimes, it means organizational growth; sometimes, "scaling implies" growing to the point where "economies of scale" are possible, or enhanced.
In this chapter we focus on linked geographic networks that have grown substantially over an extended period. "Scaling" in this chapter, then, refers to organizational scaling. However, as the chapter notes, in many cases scaling of impact has been both the reason for and the result of organizational scaling.
TABLE 2 Growth Trajectories
The continuum of growth trajectories ranges from separate, independent organizations to unitary, corporate organizations as follows: 
